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Norris v. Hoitt.

But, without to inassuming point out, any particular
case, the possible mischiefs that a de-result frommight

fromparture the exact ofdegree andprecision particu-
inlarity required returns,such and in certificates of the

acts of it ispublic sufficientofficers, to refer to the cases
in which it has been that aheld of exactness wasdegree

andnecessary for the due ofproper protection personal
andrights that haspublic order, not been inpracticedof.

the instance.present
A return is to show what acts have beendesigned per-

andformed, the order and manner in which havethey
been performed the officer who the return.by makes It
is not that he inhas executed his aenough mannerduty
that he deems due and sufficient. He must show what he
has done, so that deflection from due andtheany legal
course of be detected theproceeding may upon face^of
the return itself:

There must, for the reasons beassigned,
theJudgment defendant.for

v. Hoitt.Norris

which, the to usedaguerreotype apparatus,A owner has ceased for the
likenesses, another,using only to toand is teach the arttaking of with

“chattel,a of is not exempta sale the from as toolsview to attachment
occupation.”of his

“ tool,” qucsre.it he aWhether

Trespass, and afor taking converting daguerreotype
theof plaintiff.propertyapparatus,

The is the with a statementissue, briefplea general
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Norris v. Hoitt.

that the defendant would virtue anofjustify, by attach-
ment of Nathaniel one of his made"Wiggin, ondeputies,
a writ in favor of Jefferson Smith against the plaintiff.
The contendedplaintiff that said -wasnot liableproperty
to attachment, tools of his Thebeing occupation. plain-
tiff' never worked at intrade, but the latterany ofpart
the summer 1843of took lessons in the art of like-taking
nesses aby peculiar process, andstyled “daguerreotype,”

this for theimmediately purchased apparatus, ofpurpose
so ;likenesses and went to andwork, continued attaking
that business till or October, 1844; andSeptember from
that time the business,abandoned till about the time of
the attachment when he was9, the(July 1845), using
same in mana the name ofby Bean,instructing young
in its in a room hired said Beanuse, for thatby purpose,
under an of a sale to if he couldhim, learnexpectation
its use.

The above facts were to thebyagreed parties.

andHale, Soule,for the cited 13 Mass. 36; 10plaintiff,
407;Pick. 5512; 565; 313;Wil. 4 T. R. Mass. 2 Pick.

302.
It was the to instruction inplaintiff’s occupation give

use ofthe the and such was hisinstrument, business or
trade.

A. Marston,W. for the defendant.

statuteWoods, J. The fromexempts process against
“a debtor, tools of his to the value ofoccupation, twenty

dollars.” Eev. sec. 2.Stat., 184,chap.
Whether the chattel which was and theseized, charac-

case,ter of which is in in this is abrought controversy
tool or within the of that itnot, statute, ismeaning not

areto There cases in which the mean-necessary inquire.
of the word has been extended to embrace noting things



STRAFFORD.198

Emery o. Chesley

itsits' evenembraced in or pop-in strictness philological,
ular use.

fails,which is set rea-byofThe claim exemption up
the plain-inthe chattel not employed byson of factbeing

had toHe ceased occupytiff in his ordinary occupation.
means ofbusiness of likenesses byin thehimself taking

ofhe thenor had assumed occupationapparatus,the
in the was a necessaryart which apparatustheteaching

in thenot, even questiona-It veryof washis outfit.part
was,contends it a toolthe defendantsense in whichble
his occupa-because washis notteachingof occupation,

tion.
betherefore,must,There

theJudgment for defendant.

Chesley.v.Pet’r,Emery,

touching theby partyan officer withoutbe mademayarrestAn
purposeonly that he have the andnecessary presentIt isarrested.

arrest, it,partyand that the know and submit.make theability to
appeargrant upon petition,a review unless it thatnotwillcourtThe

review,may equitablein upon legalit the andseeking prevailpartythe
grounds.

Horace thea W.eor Eeview. Emery, peti-Petition

December,on 11th oftioner, that the dayrepresented
at suit of Gr.was, the James issueda writ Chesley,1845,

and of James aTuttle,seal ofjusticethe hand jr;,under
Strafford, thethe offor county peti-againstthe peace

31streturnable on theand one Joel Emery, daytioner
it was in1846; that the hands ofplacedof January,


